of both basic and applied chemical research has produced correspondingly more important roles for biochemistry and its subspeciality, clinical chemistry. Clinical chemistry seems to be entering a "golden era" because of automation, federal and public attention, and the sound base of achievements in fundamental biochemistry.
The 
Results and Discussion
The stepped curve of Figure  1 Of this latter group, 14 (0.9%) had a weighted publication number of more than 10-that is, at least two publications per year during the five years. range of variation in the rate of publication-the lower and the higher groups differ by a factor of about 20. Figure  1 is generally similar in shape to the curves for cumulative distribution rate of publication found by Shockley (7), who analyzed the research productivity distribution of professional employees within four representative large research laboratories in government and a university: the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, the National Bureau of Standards, Brookhaven National Laboratory, and the Physics Department of Columbia University.
He used the measure of research productivity-i.e., "success"-to be the number of papers published during a four-year period.
As pointed out by Shockley, such curves have little resemblance to the symmetrical sigmoid semilog curves for normal (Gaussian) cumulative distribution.
For one thing, Figure 1 (i.e., rate of publication) is represented by a product of statistically independent factors as shown above. However, the probability density p (ft) for each factor f is taken as constant from zero up to a critical value, and is considered to be zero thereafter. 
1,0<f,<f#{176}
-0, otherwise Zener's "fiat factor analysisofperformance theory," which uses three factors, gave a curve that was in excellent agreement with Shockley's data. These three factors were considered to be curiosity, ability to learn, and intellectual vigor-the fundamental personal traits alluded to by Shockley.
Unfortunately, Shockley's samples were too small to decisively differentiate Zener's formulation of success from the more usual log normal formulation. To test the validity of Zener's theory for the present data (Figure 1 ), I used log-probability graph paper. On such paper, the cumulative number of authors is expressed on a percentage scale that is distorted to increase the spread on the scale at percentages near the extremes of distribution. Consequently, the ends of a cumulative distribution graph such as Figure 1 are extended so that it becomes a straight line if the distribution itself is normal (Gaussian).
The result is shown in the stepped curve of Figure 2 . There is marked disagreement with the log normal law since a straight line does not fit this curve. Contrariwise, the smooth curve of Figure 2 is a "Zener" theoretical productivity curve (seven factors) for the entire range of the observed data on research productivity.
The issue of the number of factors associated with different observed rates of publication will be discussed subsequently. One question that arises is, "Who are the individuals doing most of the research, and how can one account for this?" Although not shown in Figures 1 and 2 , the relative number of individuals publishing, as well as the frequency, varied with
Only a small minority of the AACC membership has a high productivity rate of research. Of the total membership of about 1700, 550 to 600 contribute to the current literature abstracted in Chemical Abstracts. Of this group, about 300 publish not more often than the equivalent of one full paper every five to six years, about 150 average one publication every two to four years, and about 100 average one publication every one to two years. Another 20 average two publications per year, and perhaps 15 more seem consistently to average more than two. So the data suggest that about 50 AACC members may be classified in the "at least one full publication per year" group. Table 1 has to his credit is, indeed, generally a valid index of his scientific productivity.
At least, it is the best simple index known.
How can one explain the finding that the shape of the productivity distribution curve (Figure 2 ) agrees closely with the theoretical curve for seven factors instead of three, as was the case of the four research laboratories examined by Shockley? One general principle seems to be evident from the studies of Zener (9) and from the present survey as well: the more heterogeneous the group, the more factors are involved. The greatest homogeneity is found in groups working in a given laboratory that has a single purpose, such as a specialized research institute. An interesting exception is that the 45 individuals listed in Table 1 collectively produced 60 papers in 1969, in contrast to the average of 85 papers per year during 1962-1966.
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